NILS SIMONSSON
KNOWLEDGE AND MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE

It is a well-known fact that translators from Sanskrit often provide
their translation of the word jfigna, e.g. "knowledge'", with a quali-
fying term, like true, higher, lower. We may imagine many reasons for
this: one of them may be what the following brief paper intends to
show, viz. that the word j#igna has shades of meaning which have not

been recorded in the dictionaries most widely used: PW, pw, MonW, Apte.

Since the contexts in which the word jfidna appears are on the one hand
very often rather complicated as far as the chain of reasoning is con-
cerned, and on the other hand, lend themselves to re-interpretations

and distortions, the starting-point for our investigation will have to
be a case where an interpretation in accordance with the dictionaries
just mentioned would result in absurdities, From this point of view the
following text would seem fitting. Bhagavadgitd XIII,7-11: amanttvam
adambhitvam | ahimsa ksantir arjavam | acaryopasanam Saucam | sthairyam
atmavinigrahah | indriyarthesu vairagyam | anchamkara eva ea | janma-
mrtyujaravyadhiduhkhadoganudaréanam | asaktir anabhisvangah | putradara-
grhadisu | nityam ca samacittatvam | istanistopapattisu | mayi ed ’nanya-
yogena | bhaktir avyabhicarini | viviktadedasevitvam | aratir janasam-
sadi | adhyatmajhiananityatvam | tattvejhanarthadardanam | etaj jhanam

iti proktam | ajfianam yad ato ’nyatha.

It appears strange that e.g. aratir janasamsadi ("dislike for a crowd of
people', Radhakrishnan)l — be it taken in isolation or in combination
with the other moments — should deserve to be characterized as jfiana
(interpreted as "knowledge', without any qualificationzj. Two alterna-
tives seem plausible: either the twenty moments are consequences of jAa-
na, or they are conducive to Jjfiana. An investigation of a number of com-
mentaries shows that many commentators choose the latter alternative. In

doing this they apply a grammatical method which may have consequences
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for the linguistic interpretation of the word.3

It might seem natural that we should turn to Sankara in the first place,
since he is rightly considered the most authoritative commentator. How-
ever, his way of commenting and using the text is too sophisticated and
would bring us into problems having no bearing upon our immediate in-
terest, which is more of a linguistic than of a philosophical kind. So
we turn instead to Madhusidana (AASS 45): etad amanttvaditattvajfianar—
thadardanantan viméatisamkhyakam jfanam iti proktam jhanarthatvat. The
twenty moments are called jfiana because they have Jjhiana as their goal.
éridharasvamin (AASS 45) with a slight but significative variation: etad
amant tvam-adambhi tvam—i tyadivimdatisamkhyakan yad uktam etaj jhanam i1
proktam jhanasadhanatvat. They are called jfiana because they are a means
to knowledge. This brings us very near to the full-fledged technical
analysis given by Ramanuja (ed. Mahavanadastrin, Bombay, samvat 1959):
Jhayate ’nenatmeti jhanam, atmagjrianasadhanam ity arthah. "Something,
viz. atman, is known through it. Therefore it is called jAana. The mean-
ing is: it is a means to the knowledge of tman". So this is an instance
of the well-known method of expressing a kdraka-analysis, in this par-
ticular case a karana-sadhana or karaga—vyutpatti.& If this is not mere-
ly a device invented by the grammarians and the commentators to justify
various preconceived opinions of theirs, in other words if this method
of interpreting reflects linguistically relevant facts, then the appli-
cation of karana-vyutpatti may well have consequences for the under-
standing of the word jfiana in other contexts, too. And since the dic-
tionaries referred to above mention jiiana in the meaning of a karana
only for Kath.Up. VI,10, where it is equivalent to jhanendriya, we will
have to examine some other texts where we are likely to find similar

uses of the word.

Now, it is a well-known fact that Pagini offers the following defini-
tion of the karaka karana: sadhakatamam karanam (1,4,42). Thus, when
Ramanuja interprets jﬁ&nams as jhana-sadhanam, this is probably to be
understood as an indirect reference to the grammatical tradition, and
I think we may allow ourselves likewise to look upon §ridharasvamin's
jAhanam iti ... jhanasadhanatvat as a karana-vyutpatti, in spite of the
fact that he does not give the usual formula. If this conclusion is ac-
cepted, we may also surmise that dankara intends to intimate a karana-

vyutpatti when saying (ad stanza 7): ... jfianasadhanaganam amant tvadi-
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laksanam ... tam amanitvadiganam jnanasadhanatvaj jhanadabdavacyam vi-
dadh@ti bhagavan. (Anandagiri: etaj janam iti vacanat (see stanza 11)
katham idam jhanasadhanam ity asdankyaha - tam 1ti.)

Since the compound j#ignasddhana can serve the purpose of expressing a
karana-vyutpatti only when interpreted as a tatpurusa, one point has

to be clarified. In those cases where jfiana-sddhana, interpreted as
"means to knowledge', does not make any reasonable sense, an interpre-
tation as a karmadhdraya will have to be considered: "means consisting
in jAana", or "jfiana as a means", and in such cases nothing at all is
said about the karaka-analysis of jfiana. The analysis may just as well
be that of a bhdva. It goes without saying that such complications give
scope to misinterpretations and even to quibbling on the part of inexact
or biased commentators. A warning against confusion of the use of a word
as karana in a sentence (mostly expressed by case-form 3) and the inter-
pretation of the same word as containing the karaka karana may not be

out of place.

It may not be out of place, either, to stress that the fact that a word,
say jhana, is r e f er r e d to by a word like sadhana or some synon-
ymous expression, e.g. upaya, does not necessarily imply any karana-
analysis of j#iana. The following is an instructive instance. Rajanakara-
makavi does not seem to have understood jfiana as a karana at Bhagavad-
gita XIII,1l. He may quite well have had a bhava-vyutpatti in mind, or
else he has not been sensible of any problem at all here and has left
the question of the exact analysis open. However, he says in his com-
mentary on XIII,17 jfanajfieyam (so in his text!) the following: jhana-
Jhieyam jhanena yathapratipaditasvaripenopayena jhieyam. He says that
Jhanajfieyam means "to be known through the earlier (stanzas 7-11) char-

acterized jfigna (serving) as an expedient”,

Quite frequently the interpretation, not to mention the translation, of
such technical niceties offers considerable difficulties. This is an
instance, in which the commentator, Narayana, adds to the difficulties
by expressing himself elliptically. Brahmavidya-Up., 1 (AASS 29, p.
381): brahmavidyam pravaksyami sarvajhanam anuttamam. Narayana: brahma
pranavas tasya vidya jhanam | tam | kimbhutam | sarvesam jhanam jhano-
payabhutam pranavena brahmani jhate sarvasya vijhanat. He wants to say
that brahma is pranava, and that the compound is a tatpurusa. The fem-

inine word vidya is glossed by j#ianam. Thus: knowledge of (about) brah-
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ma or pranava. The word jAana is likely to be understood as a bhava,
since vidyd hardly lends itself to any other interpretation. Now, this
knowledge is in the miula said to be sarva-ji@nam, interpreted by Nara-
yana as 'a means to (all-)knowledge'". Narayapa makes this perfectly
clear by saying jiana-upaya- immediately after (sarvesdm) jfianam. How-
ever, by expressing himself too succinctly and wanting to gloss sarva-
jiianam by using an adjectival expression that agrees with the feminine
word vidya, he has placed the reader in a rather awkward position: he
is faced with the necessity of interpreting jhana-upaya-(bhutam) also
as "knowledge as a means". A conclusion to be drawn from this would be,
on the one hand that Narayapa does not seem to have been aware of the
fatal ambiguity of the expression jhana-updya-, on the other, that an
investigation which has for its object such commentaries as may be sup-
posed to be relevant for linguistic conclusions, should perhaps leave
out paraphrases of grammatical analyses and stick exclusively to strict
analyses of this type: jfaptir iti jhanam for the bhava-analysis, and

Jjhayate *nena for the karaﬁa—analysisﬁ.

BhagavadgTItd XIII,12-16 contains a description of jieyam (= brahma).
This passage does not constitute any problem from our present point of
view. However, the stanza that follows has caused the translators con-
siderable trouble, Bhagavadgita XIII,17: jyotisam apti taj jyotis | tama-
sah param ucyate | jhanam jheyam jhanagamyam hrdi sarvasya dhigthitam
(var.: visthitam). We cannot enter into any discussion of the various
interpretations given by translators and commentators. We shall be
mainly concerned with such interpretations of jfiana as presuppose a
karana-vyutpatti. No such interpretation is to be found in the trans-
lations of Radhakrishnan (knowledge), Zaehner ([ true] knowledge), Garbe
(Erkenntnis), etc. This is what Sankara says: jhanam amanitvadi, and
Anandagiri fulfils: jianam amanitvadi karanavyutpattyeti Segah. Dhana-
pati (Srimad-Bhagavadgitd, ed. Wasudew Laxman Shastrl Pansikar, Bombay
1912) is even more outspoken: jiayate ’neneti jhanam amanitvadi. — As
for jiana-gamya, Madhusidana may be quoted: jfianagamyam purvoktenama-
nitvading tattvajhamarthadardéanantena sadhanakaldpena jhianahetutaya
jranadabditena gamyam prapyam na tu tad vinety arthah. Nilakantha ($ri-
mad-Bhagavadgita, ed. Papsikar): jianagamyam iti | yatas taj Jhianenama-
nitvadina jhanasadhanena gamyam prapyam. Ramanuja: tac ca Jhianagamyam
amanitvadibhir uktaih jhanasadhanaih prapyam ity arthah. The following

translation which may quite well correspond to the intention of the
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author or compilator of the text, would be the result of this: "That
(viz. brahma), being the light even of the lights (viz. the sun, etc.),
is said (in the Upanisads) to be beyond the darkness. (But) as means of
knowledge, as object of knowledge and reachable through (this very) means
of knowledge it resides in the heart of everybody." As for the material
taken from the Upanisads, cf. Radhakrishnan and Zaehner. I think "beyond
the darkness' was intended to connote "beyond prakrti", and -gamya and

hrdi ... dhigthitam obviously stand opposed to param.

The combination of jfiana and jfieya being very frequent in many kinds of
texts, it is worth-while to examine another instance. Bhagavadgita XVIII,
18: jianam jheyam parijhata | trividha karmacodand | karanam karma karte-
ti | trividhah karmasamgrahah. This stanza forms part of an extremely
complicated context which would demand a much more detailed treatment
than can be given to it here. Looked upon in isolation from the immediate
context, the stanza seems to consist of two symmetrical halves. $ankara
makes the symmetry appear by giving a karana-analysis of jfiana and kara-
na: jhanam jhayate *neneti and karanam kriyate ’neneti bahyam Srotradi
antastham buddhyadi. As for karman, interpreted as "object", he gives the
analysis we know from the grammarians: karmepsitatamam kartuh kriyaya
uyﬁpyam&nam7, which corresponds to jieyam jhAatavyam. For kartr and pari-

Jfiatr no special analysis is required.

It may be of some interest to try to find out whether there is a more
profound reason why Safkara offers this analysis of jfiana. For it is not
sure that symmetry alone was decisive. In any case it was not possible

to maintain any symmetry with regard to the immediately following stanza,
XVIII,19: jiAanam karma ca kartd ca tridhaiva gunabhedatah | procyate
gunasamkhyane ..., where dankara does not stick to the technical inter-
pretation of karman, but declares: karma kriya, na karakam paribhagikam
ipsitataman karma (Anandagiri: kartur apsitatamam karmeti yat paribhasya-
te tan nmatra karmavdeyam ity aha — neti.) Now Safkara may be within his
rights here, because it may well be a completely new point of view that
is brought about in this stanza (gunasamkhyane, acc. to Sankara: kapile
4Gstre). However, we will have to consider whether Sankara sticks to his
karana-analysis of jhana also in stanzas 19, 21, and 22, not to speak of
the utterly problematic stanza 20. Space does not permit a detailed exam-
ination, but this much may be said about the general line of reasoning:

the matter in question is three kinds of jfiana, classified with regard to
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the connection with the three gunas. From Sankara's point of view (also
from that of the Bhagavadgitd, if a decisive point of view that could be
characterized as its own may be taken for granted in a compilation of
this kind) all talk of any identity between brahman : atman on the one
hand and any j#iana that is connected with prakrti ought to be out of
question.8 Consequently, it would seem natural that Safikara regards jAda-
na, as it appears in this context, as a means, alternatively as "lower"
knowledge, and that he finds it convenient to suggest this by giving a
karana-analysis of the word in stanza no. 18, which may be regarded as
an introductory stanza. But it is a part of §ankara's tactics not to
commit himself to any claim of complete consistency. Therefore he does
not offer any explicit analysis at all of jiiana in st. 19 and 22, a fact
which — for st. 19 at least — may be supposed to imply that the analysis
given in st. 18 continues to be valid; in stanza 21 he confines himself
to rejecting kartrtva (in the sentence, obviously: Jjhanasya kartrtva-
sambhavad yena jhanena vettity arthah; Madhusiidana likewise: yena Jhane—
na vettiti vaktavye yaj jhanam vettiti karane kartptvopacarad edhamst
pacantitivat). In st. 20, finally, where sattvikam jianan is treated, an
explicit karana-analysis would, perhaps, bring the commentator into dif-
ficulties. For there — oddly enough, since we are dealing with the plane
of prakrti — we find a formulation which may easily be interpreted as
suggesting an identification with brahman : taj jhanam advaitatmadaria-
nam sattvikam samyagdardanam. 1f this is in fact so, the word Jhana
could not easily permit a karapa-analysis here. In a long and detailed
exposition dealing with the words satyam Jhianam anantam brahma of Taitt.
Up. II,1 (AASS 12, p. 47 ff.) the commentary, ascribed to Sankara, says
that the word jiiana, when it is an attribute of brahma, cannot be ana-
lysed as expressing any kdraka, since that would imply modification. The
word jfiGna has to be understood as a bhdva. The following short quota-
tion will show the line of reasoning: jianam jhaptir avabodho, bhava-
sadhano jianadabdo brahmavideganatvat satyanantabhyam saha | na hi satya-
tanantatd ca jhanakartrtve saty upapadyate | jhanakartrtvena hi vikriya—
manam katham satyam bhaved anantam ca. Anandagiri clarifies: bhavasadha-
na iti | bhavavyutpattikah | kriyasamanyam yady apy anyatra bhava ueyate
tathapy atra nirvidesam cinmatran bhavavyutpattya laksyate satyadidabda-

samidhanad iti dragtavyam.

These observations will have shown at least two matters of importance
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for further investigations. First, that Safikara handles language and
texts with a great deal of licence when imposing upon them his philo-
sophical predilections. He abstains from analysing the word jfiGna when
an explicit grammatical analysis would draw attention to some difficul-
ty; he avoids clarifying the difference between jfiana as kartr in a sen-
tence and the same word as kartr-vyutpattika. All this means that $anka-
ra's commentaries should be treated with particular caution when prob-
lems of a lexicographical character are concerned.9 — The second matter
of importance is the question as to whether the methods invented by the
commentators and grammarians are in fact an adequate instrument for the
interpretation of old texts. It is to be feared that the method itself

forces upon the text a precision which it does not really possess.

In addition to the instances treated I shall quote a couple of contexts
from various texts in support of the thesis I am advocating. It should
be noted, to begin with, that the karana-analysis of jhana which in
Kath.Up. VI,10 results in the interpretation jhana = jhanendriya (PW,
pw, MonW) is not at all unusual in the commentaries. Some instances:
Svet.Up. V,2, Narayana (AASS 17:2): jhanair bibharti = jhanair, jhayata
ebhir iti jhananindriyant, tath; Bhagavadgita XVIII,18, Rajanakaramakavi
(AASS 112): jAanam, yena jhayate tad indriyddi. A somewhat different
meaning is arrived at by the same analysis in the following instances.
Mund.Up. III,8, Anandagiri (AASS 9): jianaprasadeneti | atra jhayate
*rtho ’neneti vyutpattya buddhir ucyatem; Bhagavadgita XVIII,18, Hanu-
man (AASS 44): jiiayate *neneti jhianam prakasanam. (It should be noted
that Hanuman interprets karanam, which is parallel to jhanam in the text,
as Srotradibuddhindriyan vagadikarmendriyam ca. 1t is natural that he

did not want to ascribe the same meaning to j#ana.)

The expression vivekajfiana in Vyasa's bhasya ad Yogasutra 2,52 (AASS 47)
is commented on as follows by Vacaspatimidra: jiayate ’neneti jhanam
buddhisattvaprakado, vivekasya jiianam vivekagj#ianam. From this we learn
that jfianam is a means to knowledge, identified with the (intellectual)
light that appertains to the guna sattva that constitutes buddhi. The
expression vivekajfianam is interpreted as a tatpurusa, implying that
viveka is the result of (the activity exercised by means of) jfiana. The
alternative would be an interpretation as a karmadharaya, which would
imply identity of viveka and jfiana. Such an interpretation, which would

no doubt lead to fatal consequences for the correct understanding of
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Vyasa's line of reasoning, is rejected in this way by Vacaspati.

Our last instance is taken from Ramakantha's commentary on Spandakarika
2,2 (Kashmir Series of Texts and Studies, VI, p. 59). Here we find two
alternative (va) interpretations of one and the same word jhana, one of
them karana-vyutpatti: jhayate ’neneti jhanam bahyabhyantaran karanacak-
ram; the second implies a bhava-vyutpatti and reads: (jfanam) grahanat-
makam jhaptimatram. This is the context: Mula: Jhanajreyasvarupinyd Sak-
tya paramaya yutah | padadvaye vibhur bhati tadanyatra tu einmayah.
Comm.: ... kidrdya Saktya? jhanajheyasvaripinya, jhiayate ’>nena tti Jha-
nam, bahyabhyantaram karanacakram, grahanatmakan, Sabdadi sukhadi eca

vigayajatam anantavidesam, tad eva rupam vidyate yasyah, sa tatha, taya.

The long and detailed explanation that follows upon this quotation does
not, unfortunately, permit any conclusion as to whether both alternatives
were intended to be valid at the same time. The truth may quite well be
that Ramakantha did not dare to be positive in one or the other direction
just because the mila did not possess the precision that is presupposed
by the method he used. If this is indicative of a general dilemma in in-
terpreting the word jfiagna in the contexts, we will have to take the dif-
ficulty into account also when dealing with linguistic and lexicographi-
cal problems. Therefore, the utmost caution must be observed when the

following preliminary conclusions are presented.

It is obvious from the material adduced that the word jfiana is capable
of a greater variety of interpretations than the dictionaries lead us to
believe. Thus, it appears in contexts which make it natural, or possible,
for commentators to interpret it as "means to knowledge'. A comparison
with the word pramana is instructive. Whereas in contexts of philosophi-
cal rigorousness the word pramana is mostly12 interpreted as 'a means of
acquiring prama" (MonW), prama-karanam pramanam (Tarkabhdsa), the word
jhana cannot be interpreted as *jfia-karana, because a word *jiia does mnot
exist. So jfiana answers not only to prama but also to pramana (pramaka-
rana), and jhana-sadhana is used when an accurate correspondence to pra-

= i i 13
mana is required.

If we consider this lack of precision in the word j#ana — a key-word in
Indian culture like brahman, sat, nirvana, etc. — from the point of view
of the history of Indian ideas and see it in a very broad perspective,

it is not easy to tell whether it is a drawback or not. This much is
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certain: that it constitutes a crux to the translators into other lan-
guages which do not share this cultural background. One single example
will illustrate our dilemma. Astdvakragitd 2,15: jianam jiieyam tatha
Jjhaata tritayam nasti vastavam.u' Irrespective of how we choose to inter-
pret jianam, as a bhava or as a karana, we will get into difficulties.
If we choose both we will face the paradoxical situation that what is
called a tritaya is in reality a ecatugka in that jfianam stands for jha-
nam and jAanasadhanam. As a matter of fact this may quite well be the
truth, for if we turn to chapter 20 (20. Gesang) we find the following
which may be taken as a parallel: kva sadhyam kva ca sadhanam | kva
sadhakah kva stddhir va | ...|| kva pramata pramanam va kva prameyan

kva ea prama.

Thus we arrive at this pattern:

Jhana pramana sadhana
Jana prama stddhi
Jhatr pramatr sadhaka
Jfieya prameya sadhya.

The observations made in this paper will have shown the importance of
the study of the interdependence of the linguistic material and the ar-
senal of hermeneutic expedients which were at the disposal of Indian
speculation in the course of a long history. The formation of such pat-
terns as those treated above, their motivation philosophically and lin-
guistically, their use in different contexts, their influence upon
thought or, at least, upon how a thought is communicated — these are
some of the problems that present themselves. The implications of the
method karaka-vyutpatti and bh&va~vyutpatti,15 as well as of the methods
of dissolving compounds, should be paid attention to, not only because
they are of importance for the understanding of the texts but also be-
cause a theoretically well-founded method of translating Sanskrit into

modern European languages should be aimed at.16

Notes
1Radhakrishnan = The Bhagavadgita. With an introductory essay, Sanskrit
text, English translation and notes. By S. Radhakrishnan. London.
(First published in 1948.) — Zaehner = The Bhagavad-gita. With a com-
mentary based on the original sources, by R. C. Zaehner. Oxford 1969.
— Garbe = Die Bhagavadgita. Aus dem Sanskrit iibersetzt ... von Richard
Garbe. Zweite verbesserte Auflage. Leipzig 1921.
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2Radhakrishnan says "(true) knowledge" in order to avoid the difficul-
ty. Zaehner says in.his commentary on XIIL,6 ", ..(whereas) the 'know-
ledge' or 'wisdom' of 7-11 is simply a list of virtues and clearly is
not at all what is meant by 'wisdom' in the rest of the Gita, that is

a direct intuition of eternal Being". I have to add here, in order to
preclude every possibility of misunderstanding, that I agree to a cer-
tain extent with Zaehner as to the interpretation of adhyatmajfiananit-
yatvam "constant attention to the knowledge of what appertains to self".
As for tattvajhanarthadardéanam (Zaehner: '"to see where knowledge of re-
ality must lead") I would rather interpret tattvajhiana as the opposite
of mithydjhana and for a parallel I refer to Nyayastitra 1 and 2.

3None, in fact, choose the former alternative., We are not going to con-
sider such poetical interpretations as the one presented by Rajanaka-
ramakavi (BASS 122) who compares jiana to a tree, of which the differ-
ent moments constitute the branches. No interpretations of this or any
similar kind will be of any interest in this connection. Only those
which refer to a strictly grammatical analysis or which evidently pre-
suppose such an analysis will be taken into account. Otherwise the in-
vestigation would no doubt run the risk of being filled with subjec=
tive considerations of no stringency whatsoever.

Asince the word sd@dhana is used in other meanings in this paper, we
will stick to the term vyutpatti in order to avoid misunderstanding.

5The Sanskrit terms will be quoted in extenso when their contextual

form is of importance for the interpretation, otherwise the usual
practice is followed.

6Stray kartr-, karma- and adhikarana-analyses cannot be discussed in
this paper. — Readers who are not familiar with the methods of the
commentaries are referred to the Katantra for comparison: I1,4,12 yena
kriyate tat karanam, 11,4,13 yat kriyate tat karma, 11,4,14 yah karott
sa karta.

70f. the Kagika I,4,49.

Bt Bhagavadgita XIV,6: tatra sattvam nirmalatvat prakadakam anamayam
| sukhasangena badhnati jhanasahgena canagha. Satkara: ... tatha jha-
nasangena ca | jhanam iti sukhasahacaryat kgetrasyatvantahkaranasya
dharmo natmanah | atmadharmatve sanganupapatter bandhanupapatted ca.
Anandagiri: jfiayate ’neneti sattvaparinamo Jhanam ... This kind of
jfidna cannot be an attribute of Gtman. It is a modification of sattva
and the word is grammatically interpreted as a means by Anandagiri.
dankara himself does not go that far.

9The same thing is likely to be true of other commentators who have
strong predilections of their own. Since commentaries play an impor-
tant part in the lexicographical work that is being done in Pali, this
problem should be paid attention to there as well.

101t may be noted that, acc. to Nydya, buddhi is "content'" (contenuto di
uno stadio della coscienza, Suali, Storia della filosofia indiana, p.
272), whereas in Sankhya it can, of course, be interpreted as "instru-
ment".

Nyoods does not bring out VAcaspati's intention by his tranmslation,

which is literal and in fact nonsensical: "Discriminative thinking is
the thinking of discrimination", (The Yoga-system of Patafijali. Har-—
vard Or. Ser., Vol. 17, p. 196). Generally speaking, literal trans-
lations of the devices of the Indian ars interpretandi are bound to
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result in nonsense. It is a well-known fact that literal translations
of highly technical texts were produced on a large scale by the Tibet-
ans. For the problems connected with this activity, see Nils Simonsson,
Indo-tibetische Studien. Die Methoden der tibetischen {bersetzer, un-
tersucht im Hinblick auf die Bedeutung ihrer {bersetzungen fiir die
Sanskritphilologie, Uppsala 1957. Especially pp. 238-280. As is well-
known to the readers of the present volume, Pentti Aalto has enhaunced
our knowledge of the corresponding problems in the Mongolian transla-
tions from Tibetan and Sanskrit in a series of beautiful works.

For an instance of bhava-sddhana see Th. Stcherbatsky, Erkenntnistheo-
rie und Logik nach der lLehre der spateren Buddhisten, Minchen-Neubi-
berg, 1924, p. 102 and note 162.

13 s o - " —
The expression jiana-sadhana is, of course, preferred to jhana-karana,

since this has the well established meaning of jhanendriya.

4 i % o : i ; @
Die Astavakragita, Bearbeitet und iibersetzt von Richard Hauschild.

Berlin 1967. (Abh. d. Sdchs. Ak. d. Wiss. zu Leipzig. Phil.-hist. Kl.,
Band 58, Heft 2). From the point of view taken in this paper Hau-
schild's translations of the contexts to be treated cannot be accepted.

15

In addition to the instances given in this paper, I wish to draw atten-
tion to Papini 1IV,3,95: (so ’sya) bhaktih. The Kasika offers a karma-
vyutpatti which fits the context: bhajyate sevyate iti bhaktih. None
of the lexicographers referred to in this paper have taken this into
account, even though BShtlingk himself translates the sutra in accord-
ance with this analysis, or so it seems: ''dies ist der Gegenstand sei-
ner Zuneigung oder Verehrung'. Candragomin, however, may have taken
offense at this analysis and changes the siitra into tatra (asya) bhak-
tih (111,3,63), thus making a bhava-analysis the only conceivable one.
(maharaje bhaktir asya, maharajikah.) The question as to the linguis-
tic authority of Panini, Vamana and Jayaditya on the one hand, opting
for a rather unusual interpretation, as against Candragomin on the
other, who offers what we are inclined to expect, is intriguing but
can only be raised here. In order to avoid misunderstanding I should
add that if we suppose PaAnini to have used an abstract noun more or
less as we do saying e.g. ''she is his true love", then this would
hardly be of less interest from a linguistic point of view.

16Space does not allow any detailed illustration of this general state-

ment. The following hint will suffice for the time being. The fact
that Sanskrit does not possess any epexegetical genitive, whereas in
European languages the genitive is quite often of that character (e.g.
"the land of Sweden'") is constantly a cause of confusion in transla-
tions. Cf. above, note 11. — Most of the problems discussed or men-
tioned in this paper are being studied in a long-term project at the
department of Sanskrit of the University of Uppsala by a team whose
concern is the technique of the Indian commentators. My thanks are
due to the other members of the group, viz. Gunilla Gren-Eklund, Upp-
sala, Poul Skrzp, Copenhagen, and Eivind Kahrs, Oslo, for their keen
observations and encouraging interest.






